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“We will ensure long-term stewardship by 
implementing enabling technology and business 
practices to manage the life-cycle of the asset.”

Overview
Background on NPS Asset Management

Background on Initial API

Evaluation of the Initial API

Revised Approach and Results
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Park Service Background
NPS composed of 387 park areas

Communication and decision making difficulties because of 
size and geography

Priority setting and budget decision making decentralized

Influence of local interests often influenced business decisions
for assets

Result:  Organization where strategic decision making and 
priority setting was inconsistent with assets
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API First Established in 2001

API

Assets

0

40

Comprehensive 
Condition Assessments

(not annuals—includes life-cycle)

Subsystems
Life-Cycle Assessment

(annuals + life-cycle)

5
Excess

Excess assets versus 
condition assessment

Comprehensive versus 
Life-Cycle assessments
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Initial API Criteria and Worksheet
Importance to park mission
– Yes/no (6)

Other assets/methods to satisfy function
– Yes/no (4)

Type of use
– Public (5)
– Administrative (3)
– Housing (1)

Mandated Asset
– Yes/no (6)

Additional Considerations
– Impact to resources (6)
– Historic (6)
– Politically sensitive (3)
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Evaluating the Initial API
Initial API served as a good “first step” for asset prioritization 
within NPS

Evaluation from variety of sources indicated improvements 
were needed…
– Independent Validation and Verification (IV&V) 
– Feedback received from field in training programs
– Feedback to Washington (WASO) from park management 

teams



6

Summary of Feedback on API ProcessSummary of Feedback on API Process
API goals not clearly understood

API perceived as a “facility management” tool

API goals not clearly understood

API perceived as a “facility management” tool

Summary of Feedback on API WorksheetSummary of Feedback on API Worksheet
API scoring inconsistent due to subjective, open-ended questions

Clear descriptions (examples) were not available

Worksheet allowed double or triple counting for one aspect of certain assets 

Granularity in rating scale did not exist 
– High, Medium, Low rating values absent 

Criteria did not balance NPS priorities, mission, resource issues, visitor 
experience and other factors

API scoring inconsistent due to subjective, open-ended questions

Clear descriptions (examples) were not available

Worksheet allowed double or triple counting for one aspect of certain assets 

Granularity in rating scale did not exist 
– High, Medium, Low rating values absent 

Criteria did not balance NPS priorities, mission, resource issues, visitor 
experience and other factors
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API Revision Team
NPS PFMD management 

Booz Allen Hamilton 

Eppley Institute for Parks and Public Lands, Indiana University 

NPS park unit representatives with FM experience

Subject Matter Experts in cultural, natural resource 
management and interpretation from within the NPS
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API Revision Process

Create the 
Guidance

Weight the 
Criteria

Establish 
the Criteria

Test the 
Results

Create 
guidance on 
using scale and 
scoring assets

Identify 
quantifiable 
data sources

Assign weights 
to dimensions

Assign weights 
to individual 
criteria

Develop 
framework, 
potential criteria 

Select 
quantifiable 
proxies for 
criteria scoring

Analyze pilot 
results (27 park 
units and more 
than 560 assets)

Key 
Activities
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API Revision Framework – Two Dimensions
High

Higher 
Priority 
Assets

Lower 
Priority 
Assets

Criticality of Asset

(Mission & Operations)

Low

High Low/None

Substitutability of Requirements

Source:  Asset substitutability concepts from “Performance Portfolio Management, CoreNet Global leading issues seminar, Chicago 2002
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Criticality- “Balanced Scorecard” Approach

Asset 
Priority 

Framework

Operations/ 
Infrastructure People/Employees

Mission: Visitor Use

Mission: Cultural 
Resources

Mission: Natural 
Resources

Source: Framework adapted from “The Balanced Scorecard: Translating Strategy into Action,’ Robert S. Kaplan, David P. Norton, 1996 Harvard Business School Press



11

Substitutability - Alternatives Analysis

Is there a 
substitute that 

would meet 
the functional 
requirements 
or purpose of 

this asset?

Is there a 
substitute that 

would meet 
the functional 
requirements 
or purpose of 

this asset?

No 
substitute.

(Asset is 
unique)

No 
substitute.

(Asset is 
unique)

What is the 
impact of the 
substitute?

What is the 
impact of the 
substitute?

Highest 
Points

Highest 
Points

Yes, 
substitute 

exists. 

Yes, 
substitute 

exists. 

Moderate
Points

Moderate
Points

No PointsNo Points

High 
Impact. 
High 

Impact. 

Little/No 
Impact. 

Little/No 
Impact. 
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Revised API Criteria Worksheet

Business ResultsBusiness Results

Business 
Process/ Ops

Business 
Process/ Ops

Learning 
(Employees)

Learning 
(Employees)

CustomersCustomers

Balanced Measures

Uniqueness of an 
Asset

Uniqueness of an 
Asset

Revised API Worksheet

1. Asset Status1. Asset Status

3. Asset Substitutability (1 criterion)3. Asset Substitutability (1 criterion) 20%20%

2. Asset Criticality2. Asset Criticality 80%80%

Importance to Mission
(2 criteria)

• Resource Preservation  (35%)
• Visitor Use (25%)

Importance to Mission
(2 criteria)

• Resource Preservation  (35%)
• Visitor Use (25%)

60%60%

Importance to Park Operations
(1 criterion)

• Park Operations (20%)

Importance to Park Operations
(1 criterion)

• Park Operations (20%)
20%20%
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Benefits of  “Balanced” Criteria Approach
Linking to mission means everyone understands asset 
priorities better…

Balanced measures allow for often competing elements of 
core mission (e.g., resource preservation vs. visitor use)

The API address one of the “Critical Issues for Implementing a Long-Term 
Capital Asset Management Program,” that is, to clarify the message about 
asset priorities and their overall relevance to the organization mission (1)

(1)  From NPS Program/Asset Management: Long Term View, August 2002
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Web-based API Worksheet

API goes one step 
further in helping the 
parks better score 
their assets, 
including:

• Better description

• Clearer definitions  

• Examples
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New Process to Involve Park Management 

Park 
Operations

Park 
Operations

Asset Substitutability Asset Substitutability 

Visitor UseVisitor UseResource 
Preservation

Resource 
Preservation

Management Team Workshop

Superintendent Approval
Final Scoring

Superintendent Approval
Final Scoring
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Lessons Learned
Balance between a desired quick roll-out of new API and 
ensuring product is a significant improvement

Include SMEs in the process to create buy-in 

Provide adequate background and translate “asset 
management” for SMEs 

Conduct a pilot and choose the right mix of pilot sites

Enlist the support of field experts – they are invaluable
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The Next Step

Prioritizing 
recapitalization 
requirements 

Portfolio 
decision-
making (e.g., 
disposal)
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Summary
Creates ownership of asset management decision-making 
outside of Facility Management Division

Aligns asset priorities with strategic goals of the NPS 

Provides data-driven, objective metrics (API vs. FCI)

Enables process enhancements via web-based tool
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